DOMICIL OF INFANTS	189
These illustrations, which could be multiplied, provoke the
thought that the virtues of the doctrine of revival are not so
obvious as appeared to the mid-Victorian judges.
There can be no doubt, then, that the English conception Domidi of
of the domicil of origin is exceptional and widely different ™|£ ™ore
from that current on the Continent and in the United States of than6 ^
America. It has been said that it represents 'the coherence of nationaiity
the English family in the upper strata of society and of the      ~
lasting sentimental and frequently material connexion of the
family members to their common place of origin'.1 This may
be true, since the doctrine became firmly established in the
middle of the nineteenth century when England was a nation
of enterprising pioneers, most of whom regarded their ultimate
return home as a foregone conclusion. But, whether true or
not, it is evident that the English doctrine is more akin to
nationality than to domicil in the Continental sense.2 In fact
it transcends even nationality in stability and permanence, for
though it may be placed in abeyance it can never be destroyed.
To the end of his life a man's domicil of origin retains its
capacity for revival. On the other hand, nationality is easily
destructible.3
omicil of dependent persons.
vXThere are three  classes of dependent persons—infants,
married women and persons mentally disordered.
domicil of
origin
A child acquires at birth a domicil of origin by operation of infant's
law, namely, if legitimate and born in his father's lifetime, thedomicil'
domicil of his father;4 if illegitimate5 or born after his father's
death,6 the domicil of his mother. A foundling is domiciled in
the country where he is found.7 If a child is born illegiti-
mate, but is later legitimated, his father's domicil will be com-
municated to him from the date of legitimation, but it is
probable that his domicil of origin remains that of his mother,
1	Nussbaum, Principles of Private International Law, p. 135.
2	Rabel, The Conflict of Laws, i. no.
3	Bentwich, Le Developpement rlcent du principe du domicile en droit anglais
(Extrait du Rectieil des Cours, 1945), p. 9-
4	Forces v. Forbes (1854), Kay 341, 353; Uday v. Udny (1869), L.R. i Sc.
&Div. 441,457.
5	Udnyv. Udnj,supra\ In re Wrights Trusts (i%$€),* K. & J. 595; Urquhart
v. Eutterfeld(\%%j\ 37 ChJX 357.
 6	There appears to be no English authority for this.
 7	Westkke, s. 248; Wharton (jrd ed.), s. 39; Savigny, Outline's translation,
pp. 37-38.

